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REMARKS 



The examiner is thanked for a thorough examination of the present patent 
application. 

Claims 1-16 are pending in the application with Claims 1, 8, and 15 as Independent 
Claims. 

I. CLAIM REJECTION UNDER 35 USC 1 03(a) 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Miller 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,31 1,138) in view of Wiggers (U.S. Patent No. 5,397,981). The applicant 
respectfully traverses. 

For a valid rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), "[t]he examiner bears the initial 
burden of factually supporting any prima facie conclusion of obviousness." MPEP 2142 
(italic in the original; bold added). "To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three 
basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to 
make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be 
found in the prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure." MPEP 2143 (bold added), 
citing, inter alia, In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

The applicant respectfully submits that the Miller reference and the Wiggers 
reference, in any combination, do not render Claim 1 obvious. Claim 1 recites, inter alia, a 
step of "calculating bit period of the input signal by determining time period between the 
first zero space and the second zero space" where a zero space "is a period of time with no 
signal value (or data points) above certain threshold." Specification, paragraph [0004]. 
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The Final Action admits that the "Miller [reference] does not explicitly teach 
calculating bit period of the input signal by determining the time period between the 
first zero space and the second zero space." Final Action, paragraph 11 (bold in the 
original). However, the Final Action alleges that the "Wiggers [reference] teaches ... 
calculating bit period of the input signal by determining the time period between the 
first zero space and the second zero space." Final Action, paragraph 12 (bold in the 
original). The Final Action asserts that this allegation is supported because, in the Wiggers 
reference, "amplitude value of each sample is compared to a reference threshold, and three 
consecutive zero crossings calculated[, fjhen the period is calculated as the time between 
the first and the third crossings." Id (bold added). 

The applicant respectfully traverses and submits that the assertion of the Final 
Action is incorrect. Calculating bit period based on zero space is not equivalent to 
calculating bit period from "three consecutive zero crossings." This is because, for 
example, the two different approaches result in two different calculated bit periods for real 
world jittered and noise signals. 

In the Wiggers reference, " "the period of the signal [is] determined" by finding 
where "the amplitude of a signal crosses a horizontal reference line three times." Wiggers, 
col. 7, lines 16-18 and Wiggers, Figure 3. 

In contrast, Claim 1 of the present invention determines the bit period by finding 
two consecutive zero spaces. Claim 1 . 

Figure A below shows noisy signal sample with sampled data points illustrating the 
differences. For the Signal S, a single waveform, sampled points are illustrated in small 
diamond data points. Under the Wiggers approach, "three consecutive zero crossings" are 
found as XI, X2, and X3 and the Wiggers' Bit Period X. 

In contrast, in Claim 1, zero space patterns PI and P2 are first found where a zero 
space "is a period of time with no signal value (or data points) above certain threshold." 
Specification, paragraph [0004]. Here, the Bit Pattern Z is calculated from the patterns PI 
and P2. As illustrated, the Bit Pattern Z is different than and, in this case, more correct 
than, Bit Pattern X found under the Wiggers invention. 
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Figure B below shows noisy signal samples with sampled data points in 
multi-waveform graph for RZ signal, for example, in pseudorandom binary sequence 
(PRBS) multi-waveform signal. Here, under the Wiggers approach, "three conserve 
zero crossings" are completely useless as its "zero crossings" XI, X2, and X3 are 
everywhere and results in useless Bit Period X. 

In contrast, in Claim 1, zero space patterns PI and P2 are first found where a zero 

space "is a period of time with no signal value (or data points) above certain threshold." 

Specification, paragraph [0004]. Here, the Bit Pattern Z is calculated from the patterns PI 

and P2. As illustrated, the Bit Pattern Z is different than and, again in this case, more 

correct than, Bit Pattern X found under the Wiggers invention. 
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Consequently, the Miller reference and the Wiggers reference, in any comb.nat.on, 
do not render Claim 1 ohvions. This is becanse, as discussed, even when combined the 
cited references fail to each the step of "calculating hi, period of the input s.gnal by 
determining time period between the firs, zero space and the second zero space" as rec.ted 
in Claiml. Thus, the references fail to mce. the third requirement of the prime facecaseof 
obviousness under MPEP2,43andf„, e ^,947F.2d488,20USPQ2dl43 (Fed. Or. 

,991). Accordingly, the applicant respectfully submits that Ciaim 1 is allowable over the 

cited references. 

Dependent Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
,he Miller reference and in forther in view of Gauland e, al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,571,185) 
The applicant respectfully traverse, Claim 2 depends on Claim 1. The apphcant 

, is allowable. See, e.g., In re Fine, 837 F.2d ,071, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d ,596 (Fed. Cm 1988). 

Dependent Claim 3 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
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the Mi..er reference and in further in view of Norton (U.S. Paten, No. 4,592,077). The 
appHcantrespect^ytraverse, Caim 3 depends on Caim 1 . The applicant respectful y 
submits that Ciaim 3 is allowable for a, leas, the same reasons for whrch C arm 
ahowable. See, e.g., In re Fine, 837 F.2d ,071, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d ,596 (Fed. Cm ,988). 

Dependent Claims 4-7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the Mi„er reference in view of the Wiggers reference. The app.ican, respectfully 
uaverses. Claims 4-7 depend, directly or ultimately, on Caim ,. The apphcan 

d 1 is allowable. See, e.g., In re Fine, 837 F.2d ,071, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d ,596 (Fed. Cm 
1988). 

hrdependent Cairns 8 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Miller reference in view of the Wiggers reference. The apphcan 
respectfully traverses. Although different in scope compared to Claim 1 C a,ms ,8 andl5 
recite similar limitations to Claim , . Accordingly, the applicant respectful,, subrmts that 
Cairns 8 and ,5 are allowable over the cited reference for at ,eas, the same reasons for 
which Claim 1 is allowable. 

Dependent Claim 9 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Miller reference and in further in view of the Gauland reference. The apphcan, 
respectfully ,raverses. Caim 9 depends on Caim 8. The applican, respectfully submrts 
that Caim 9 is allowable for at leas, ,he same reasons for which Claim 8 is allowable. See, 
e.g., In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

Dependent Claim 10 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the MiUer reference and in further in view of the Norton reference.. The apphcan, 
respectful* traverses. Caim ,0 depends on Claim 8. The applican, respectfully subrmts 
mat Claim 10 is allowable for a. leas, the same reasons for which Claim 8 „ allowable. 
See e g /, re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
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Dependent Claims ,1-14 were rejected undet 35 U.S.C. 103^ as em 
onparenfable ovet the Miller reference in view of ,he Wiggers reference. 
Jpecrthlly traverses. Claims H-.4 depend, directly or M •» Ctam 8. The 
respecttuiy , , ha , rlaims 1 1-14 are allowable for at least the same reasons 

app.icnntrespectfa.lysubm.ts.hatC.a.ms 1 14ar 

for which Claim 8 is allowable. See, e.g., In re Fme, 837 F.2d 1071, 



(Fed. Cir. 1988). 



Dependent Claim .6 was rejected nnder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatenm e 
over the Miller reference in view of the Wiggers reference The applicant respectMy 
Zl. C,a,m.6depe„dsonC,aim,5. The applicant respectmlly submits, hat Cam, 
16isa ,lowablefor a, leas, the same reasons for which Claim ,5 is allowable. See, e.g.,,- 
re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 



rriNri.USION 

In view of me foregoing Remarks, the applicant rcspeCfhlly submi, ma, me entire 
apphcation is in condition for a,,wance. The applicants respectfully revest that a ttme.y 
Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Of f 

<»™ USSS/L 41,678 

Silicon Edge Law Group LLP 
Bernal Corporate Park 
6601 Koll Center Parkway, Suite 245 
Pleasanton, California 94566 

Tel.: (925)621-2131 / eFax: (509)357-5691 
E-mail: djcLaw@email.com 
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